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REMARKS 

Reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested in view of the foregoing 
amendment and the following remarks. 

Claims 1-13 were pending. Claims 1-3 have been canceled without prejudice and claims 
4, 5, 6, 9, 10, and 13 have been amended. Accordingly, claims 4-13 will be pending herein upon 
entry of this Amendment, of which claims 4 and 1 0 are independent claims. For the reasons 
stated below, Applicant respectfully submits that all claims pending in this application are in 
condition for allowance. 

In the Office Action, the Examiner requested that Applicant check and correct any errors 
in the specification. Further in the Office Action, claims 1-8 and 10-13 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(a) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,784,959 to Noritake ("Noritake") and 
claim 9 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Noritake in view of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,742,921 to Umemoto et al. ("Umemoto"). To the extent these rejections might 
still be applied to claims presently pending in this application, they are respectfully traversed. 

Amendments to the Specification 

Paragraphs [0009] and [001 8] of the specification have been amended for the purpose of 
clarification. These changes are fully supported by the original specification and drawings as 
filed. No new subject matter is added. 

Claim Rejections Under 35 USC 8 102(e) and 35 USC S 103 

Original claims 1-3 have been canceled. Amended independent claim 4 recites a 

reflective liquid crystal display device comprising a first substrate defining a plurality of pixel 
regions; and a reflector over each of said plurality of pixel regions, said reflector including a flat 
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portion without any pellets or recesses, and a convex/concave portion with a plurality of pellets 
or recesses formed thereon ; wherein the total area of said flat portion and said convex/concave 
portion equals the area of the respective pixel region. Amended independent claim 10 also 
recites a reflective liquid crystal display that is similar to the configuration of that of amended 
claim 4 but the total area of said flat portion and said convex/concave portion equals the area of 
the respective pixel region, and the area ratio of said flat portion to said pixel region is in a range 
above 0% and less than 70%. 

Referring to FIG. 1 of the present application, the flat portion of the reflector is 
substantially smooth (i.e. no pellets or recesses formed thereon) while the convex/concave 
portion of the reflector is rugged and formed a plurality of pellets or recesses thereon. The prior 
art reference Noritake, however, neither teaches nor suggests this feature. Referring to FIGs. 3 
and 4 of Noritake, reflective display electrode 50 is shown having a concave portion (BA,SL) 
that differs from the convex/concave portion of the present invention. In Noritake, the concave 
portion (BA,SL) are formed concaved only by a slope portion and a base portion, rather than 
having a plurality of pellets or recesses formed thereon, as recited in amended claims 4 and 10. 
In other words, the surface of the convex/concave portion of the present invention is formed 
more significantly rugged, complex and sophisticated than the concave portion (BA,SL) of 
Noritake, such that the reflector of the present invention would perform better than the cited prior 
art. In addition, Applicant also discloses that the area of the convex/concave portion is 
adjustable for balancing the brightness and reflectance (referring to Claims 5, 6, and 10 and FIG. 
4 of the present application). Noritake fails to teach such feature. 
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Accordingly, Applicant respectfully submits that amended claims 4 and 10 are not 
anticipated by Noritake and should be patentable. In addition, claims 5-8 and 1 1-13 are 
considered patentable at least due to their dependencies from patetnable independent claims. 

Regarding the rejection of claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Noritake in view of 
Umemoto, Applicant respectfully submits that Umemoto, which discloses a reflective type LCD 
with a front light source, also fails to teach or suggest a reflector including a flat portion without 
any pellets or recesses, and a convex/concave portion with a plurality of pellets or recesses 
formed thereon, as recited in amended claims 4 and 10. Further, claim 9 is considered patentable 
at least due to its dependency from patentable independent claim 4. 

In view of the foregoing all of the claims in this case are believed to be in condition for 
allowance. Should the Examiner have any questions or determine that any further action is 
desirable to place this application in even better condition for issue, the Examiner is encouraged 
to telephone applicant's undersigned representative at the number listed below. 



PILLSBURY WINTHROP 
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